This study was conducted because limited research has occurred in the area of co-curricular student learning outcomes assessment, which has resulted in confusion within the student affairs profession on how to develop and implement assessment plans. The purpose of this study was to examine high-quality assessment practices of student affairs divisions at three different research institutions in order to advance the value, usefulness, and understanding of learning outcomes assessment within the student affairs profession, so more student affairs divisions may begin assessing the co-curricular. Those student affairs divisions selected for this study represented assessment models with significant experience in successfully implementing assessments of student learning and development. These mature student affairs divisions who have substantial experience in successfully implementing their assessment plans were important to examine closely so that others can learn from their experiences.
This study found that those student affairs divisions that participated in this study fostered a shared commitment to assessment. It became apparent that there are four levels of professional commitment to each student affairs division's assessment initiative. Those four levels of professional commitment included: vice presidents, directors/coordinators of assessment, assessment committees, and unitlevel professional Increasingly, colleges and universities are facing shrinking resources, escalating costs, and growing demands for accountability. Student affairs divisions are under significant pressure to demonstrate their worth and importance (Schuh, Upcraft, and Associates, 2001) as senior administrators try to determine the quality and effect that programs and services have upon students. To address questions of quality, numerous reports have called upon student affairs professionals to move their institutions forward with transparent assessments of student learning and development (American Council on Education ACPA, & NASPA, 1998; Whitt & Miller, 1999; NASPA & ACPA, 2004) . Specifically, the ACPA (1996) affirmed in its hallmark document, The Student Learning Imperative: Implications for Student Affairs, that learn-ing and development are "inextricably intertwined and inseparable" (p. 2). ACPA called on student affairs professionals to join other university and college educators in "creating the conditions under which students are likely to expend time and energy in educationally-purposeful activities" (p. 4). To enhance student learning, ACPA urged student affairs educators to articulate and assess learning outcomes associated with their co-curricular experiences. More recently, ACPA and NASPA (2004) reaffirmed these calls for reform by stressing the importance of learning "as a comprehensive, holistic, transformative activity that integrates academic learning and student development" (p. 22).
Despite these calls for reform, very limited research has been conducted in the area of assessment within student affairs. Doyle (2004) surveyed chief student affairs officers and found that "assessment was one of the least well-practiced actions of student affairs divisions" (p. 389). This finding is consistent with Upcraft' s and Schuh' s (1996) assertion that "among many staff in student affairs, assessment is an unknown quantity at best, or, at the worst, it is misunderstood and misused" (p. 4). Woosley and Knerr (2005a , 2005b , 2005c presented ten significant inaccurate perceptions associated with assessment that are "often the assumptions that guide assessment, and in some cases, doom assessment" for student affairs and others in higher education. These inaccurate assumptions are pervasive in the assessment cycle from laying the groundwork for beginning assessment, to planning and implementing assessment activities as well as reporting and evaluating assessment projects.
In the past, student affairs educators based their assessments upon benchmarks and student satisfaction, attempting to determine how many students participated in their programs and services and to what degree these students reported satisfaction (Bresciani, Zelna, & Anderson, 2004; NASPA & ACPA, 2004 ). Yet, this information provided neither evidence regarding changes in a student' s "understanding and appreciation of human differences," nor guidance on how to enhance the particular outcome (ACPA, 1996, p. 2) . Hence, it became apparent to student affairs educators that they were not meeting the call from their professional organizations to actually assess student learning with the intention of gathering useful information that would inform potential improvements. For this reason, student affairs profes-sionals and other higher education researchers have provided insights about how to ideally assess student learning and development (Upcraft & Schuh, 1996; Angelo, 1999; Pascarella & Upcraft, 1999; Whitt & Miller, 1999; Bresciani, Zelna, & Anderson, 2004; and Maki, 2004) .
Conceptual Framework: The Assessment Process
Numerous higher education researchers, practitioners, and student affairs professionals have discussed the ideal assessment process that when implemented could yield useful information about student learning and development (Huba & Freed, 2000; Suskie, 2004; Upcraft and Schuh, 1999; Schuh, Upcraft, & Associates, 2001; Maki, 2004) . A synthesis of these major works provides a complete overview of the ideal assessment process (see Figure 1) , which involves the following steps:
• Create and articulate student-learning outcomes • Use results to enhance student learning experiences
• Evaluate the assessment process and suggest improvements
The assessment process described is iterative and continuously improving, but not linear nor prescriptive. For assessment to result in improvements to student learning, these key elements must be in place. However, institutions of higher education vary greatly in their approaches to designing successful assessment processes, the length of time required to accomplish each step, the number and qualifications of participants, and the institutional resources allocated to assessment.
These major elements of assessment are necessary to incorporate within a plan in order to gauge student learning and development. However, Terenzini (1989) cautions that the creation of student learn-
Figure 1
The Assessment Process ing outcomes assessment "is not something that can be done quickly or casually" (p. 662). To avoid potential pitfalls, it is important for student affairs educators to clearly identify a well-developed assessment planning process. A strong assessment plan will help student affairs educators to demonstrate ultimately growth in student learning and values over time (Huba & Freed, 2000) .
It is imperative to understand the current realities of how certain student affairs divisions actually implement their assessments and complete the entire assessment process. At the time of this study in fall 2005, there were no in-depth case studies of student affairs divisions' assessment practices. Therefore, the majority of student affairs educators have little practical guidance on how to facilitate their own division' s assessment plan to focus on student learning and development.
Purpose of the Study and Research Questions
The purpose of this study was to examine the assessment practices of student affairs divisions at three institutions of higher education. These student affairs divisions had significant experience in successfully implementing assessment of student learning and development. The researchers identified the following six research questions that guided this study.
1. Who is involved in the assessment planning process, and what are the major responsibilities of these individuals?
2. What are the student learning outcomes articulated in the student affairs assessment plans?
3. How are these learning outcomes assessed?
4. Are student affairs educators collaborating with others, such as academic affairs, in the creation and administration of assessments? How?
5. How are student affairs assessment data used to enhance student learning experiences?
6. What successes and challenges do student affairs educators face as they implement their assessment plans?
It is clear that pressures to show evidence of co-curricular learning are not going to disappear, "and as a consequence, programs, services, and activities that fail to implement assessment processes and/or fail to demonstrate specific contributions to the educational mission of the institutions place themselves in jeopardy" (Pascarella & Upcraft, 1999, pp. 64-65) . Therefore, the researchers present the results of this study in order to advance the value, usefulness, and understanding of learning outcomes assessment within the student affairs profession so that more student affairs divisions may learn from their peers regarding the implementation of quality assessments. Moreover, this study produces useful information that will help student affairs educators to develop strategies to address problems that academic affairs divisions are continuing to face, 16 years after the North Central Association of Colleges and Schools issued its first Statement on Assessment and Student Academic Achievement (Lopez, 2004) .
Methodology
The researchers utilized a qualitative research approach by exploring assessment within three case studies to produce collective and comparative evidence. "The more cases included in the study, and the greater variation across the cases, the more compelling an interpretation is likely to be" (Merriam, 1998, p. 40) . Data produced from onsite interviews with multiple student affairs educators, as well as document analysis of assessment plans and other relevant assessment records from the case studies, allowed the researchers to gain crucial information to address the study' s research questions.
The succeeding paragraphs outline the rationale the researchers used to select specific case study institutions and case participants, data collection methods, and approaches for the organization and analysis of data.
Site Selection
In order to initially identify possible case study institutions that were conducting student affairs outcomes assessment practices, the primary researcher sought expert advice from student affairs learning outcomes assessment scholars within the field, NASPA' s Assessment Knowledge Community, and institutional Web pages and documents. By using the expert advice from those individuals, the primary researcher narrowed the potential number of case study institutions to fifteen. The researchers used site selection criteria based upon implementation of the entire assessment process to determine to what degree each of the fifteen possible student affairs division sites exhibited or followed practices of high-quality assessment as described in the literature. The use of such criteria helped insure that the researchers chose the best case study sites with the highest level of quality assessment practices (Merriam, 1998) . In order to determine if the potential student affairs divisions were meeting the stated criteria, the researchers reviewed Web pages and public documents, and spoke with identified student affairs assessment directors, coordinators, and/or facilitators at these institutions.
After an extensive review of possible case study sites, the researchers ranked each student affairs division and those divisions ranked one through three were asked to participate in this study. The student affairs leaders for assessment (at each of these top-ranked divisions) agreed they would participate along with their colleagues. Table One provides an overview of the institutions that participated in this study with their identity protected by an alias name for each university.
Table 1 Description of Case Study Institutions

Participant Selection
The lead researcher identified an individual who coordinated or highly participated in the student affairs learning outcomes assessment efforts at each institution, and this individual served as the case study liaison. In this role, the assessment leader offered expert judgment and provided the researchers with important information based upon defined criteria to select the appropriate interview participants. Purposeful sampling was used to gain the best understanding and insights into utilized assessment practices (Merriam, 1998) . Participant selection criteria for this study included:
• One senior student affairs officer (if not available, then the assistant senior student affairs officer)
• One director/coordinator of student affairs assessment
• Three student affairs assessment committee/council members
• Three other student affairs professional staff members (with at least one serving in the capacity of unit director and one nonunit director)
At each university, at least eight individuals participated in this research study. A total of 25 individuals were interviewed during the fall 2005 semester.
A pilot study was conducted in order to assure validity and reliability of the site-selection and participant-selection criteria, interview and document content analysis protocols, and the study' s data collection administration process.
Data Collection and Analysis
The researchers secured and authenticated relevant assessment documents for analysis including assessment plans, annual reports, divisional newsletters and Web pages, and assessment committee meeting minutes. On-site interviews, each lasting approximately 1 hour, were conducted. In order to manage the large amount of data collected from this study and clearly provide "interpretive constructs related to the analysis" the researchers created a data analysis map, adopting six levels of analysis as outlined by the work of Harry, Sturges, and Klingner' s (2005, p. 6) . Levels one through four allowed the researchers to analyze data within each of the three case studies; whereas, levels five and six allowed the researchers to produce a cross-case institutional comparison.
Results
Common themes emerged across the three student affairs divisions which both supported and contradicted the existing literature on assessment. The following sections address each of the six guiding research questions.
Assessment Processes in Student Affairs
Assessment scholars collectively agree that assessment is an ongoing process aimed at enhancing student learning (AAHE, 1992; Huba & Freed 2000; Palomba & Banta, 1999; Bresciani et al., 2004; & Maki, 2004) . Findings from this study indicated that 52% of the interview respondents at these three institutions shared the assessment scholars' definition. Moreover, the majority of respondents indicated that the primary reason for engaging in student learning outcomes assessment was to show evidence that the units in their division were contributing to the institution' s mission of student learning. For example, the vice president of Western University stated, "I am not interested in learning outcomes that only serve to preserve the unit or justify that unit' s existence. I want outcomes that reinforce our presence at the university and the value that we bring to the overall university mission." Southern University' s student affairs division began assessing learning outcomes in response to accreditation requirements. The strong culture of assessment within Southern' s academic affairs community led the student affairs division to want "to participate in the broader campus [assessment] discussion." In contrast, Western University' s student affairs division began their assessment efforts before their institution' s academic community because, according to one-half of the respondents, they wanted to do a better job at educating students. Multiple respondents at Western also indicated that they believed they were leading the academic affairs community in their efforts to create an assessment culture. Maki (2004) asserts that high-quality and successful learning outcomes assessment practices require a shared commitment from a variety of educators including campus leaders, administrators, and staff. The institutions in this study indicated a shared commitment to assessment on each campus. For all cases, it was apparent that there are four levels of professional commitment, including vice presidents, directors/coordinators of assessment, assessment committees, and unit-level professional staff. Leadership is essential when creating a culture of high-quality assessment (Huba & Freed, 2000; Maki, 2004; Suskie, 2004) . The vice president of student affairs at each institution provided the overarching leadership and resource allocations for the assessment initiatives. Additionally, Huba and Freed (2000) insist that campus leaders must "identify responsible parties to move the assessment process along" (p. 87). Both Southern and Western Universities' vice presidents of student affairs employed full-time directors of student affairs assessment to facilitate and evaluate assessment activities across their respective divisions. An associate dean of student affairs at Eastern University was responsible for facilitating that division' s assessment efforts and described that role as consuming approximately fifty percent of her time.
Results also indicated that student affairs vice presidents across cases provided financial support to sustain their assessment initiatives, particularly in the form of funding professional development opportunities, as suggested in The Student Learning Imperative (ACPA, 1996) and Principles of Good Practice for Student Affairs (NASPA & ACPA, 1997). For instance, the director of assessment at Southern University explained that "when student affairs first started doing assessment of learning outcomes . . . they paid [Academic Affairs] a fair amount of money to work part-time with student affairs to help them with that process." Western' s vice president of Student Affairs provided funding for more than ten members of that division' s assessment committee to attend an assessment conference in North Carolina. The student affairs vice president at Eastern University allocated nearly $20,000 to use an external consulting firm to enhance unit-level assessment efforts.
Each of the case institutions supported division-level assessment committees. Maki (2004) asserts that these assessment committees are essential to creating and sustaining a culture of learning outcomes assessment. Committees at the case institutions consisted of volunteers from across the division. Additionally, there was at least one academic affairs representative each at both Southern and Western Universities who served on their student affairs assessment committees. All of the assessment committees convened at least once a month, and meetings were facilitated by the director or coordinator of assessment for the division. In agreement with the literature, all three committees were responsible for initiating dialogue surrounding outcomes assessment, coordinating professional development opportunities, and creating assessment reporting timelines. In addition, the assessment committees at Southern and Western Universities reviewed unitlevel assessment plans and provided feedback to each unit on how to enhance these plans.
Assessment of student learning was practiced at the student affairs unit level at all three case institutions. The assessment processes at Southern and Western were decentralized, meaning that each unit was primarily responsible for its own assessment efforts. On an annual basis, units at those institutions were expected to articulate learning outcomes, identify assessment measures, implement their assessments, analyze their assessment data, report assessment results, and use assessment results to identify changes to programs and services that could enhance student learning. At the time of this study, Eastern University relied upon a division-wide, standardized assessment survey, but was in the process of moving to a more decentralized, unitlevel model of assessment.
Student Affairs Learning Outcomes
Huba and Freed (2000) explain that student learning outcomes indicate what educators want students to know or do, rather than what educational experience will be offered. These authors maintain that clearly stated learning outcomes offer guidance for all activities, services, and programs and inform undergraduates about student affairs educators' intentions. Additionally, Bresciani et al. (2004) , explain that student learning outcomes are "cognitive abilities, as well as affective dimensions that [educators] desire [their] program[s] to instill or enhance" (p. 11). More than one-half of the respondents in this study indicated that the purpose of assessment was to contribute to their institution' s mission of learning. Two of the institutions' assessment committees had created broad learning goals for their respective divisions, based upon their institution' s missions, goals, and values, as well as their division' s mission statement.
A thorough analysis of Southern and Western' s student affairs unitlevel assessment plans revealed that the majority (65%) of their articulated learning outcomes were cognitive and 35% were affective. Eastern University' s student affairs assessment process was primarily centralized at the time of this study; therefore, few units articulated student learning outcomes.
The literature reviewed did not suggest that student affairs educators focus their assessment efforts on one dimension of learning over the other. On the contrary, the literature insisted that effective assessments require educators to recognize that learning is multidimensional (AAHE, 1992) , thus student affairs educators should provide and assess learning experiences where students have opportunities to demonstrate gains in all levels of cognitive thinking. However, partic-ipating institutions did not assess learning experiences at all levels of cognitive thinking. Southern and Western Universities articulated cognitive learning outcomes classified within the three lowest levels of levels of thinking (Anderson' s et al., 2001 ): remembering, understanding, and applying.
In addition to measuring cognitive dimensions of learning, AAHE (1992) asserts that student affairs educators provide learning experiences that enable students to develop their emotions, feelings, and attitudes at all levels within the affective domain. An analysis of unitlevel articulated learning outcomes found that 80% of participating institutions' affective outcomes were categorized within the receiving and responding levels of the affective taxonomy (Krathwohl et al., 1964) and 20% within the value domain. Much like the cognitive domain, this suggests that student affairs units that are in the early stages of student learning outcomes assessment will most likely focus primarily on the lowest levels within the affective domain.
Student Affairs Assessment Methods
Assessment scholars (Palomba & Banta, 1999; Bresciani et al., 2004; & Maki, 2004 ) stress the importance of using both direct and indirect methods of assessment. A variety of assessment methods were used to measure student learning across units at Southern and Western Universities. Respondents indicated that the selection and implementation of assessment methods was a unit-level decision, and that most units were relying primarily on locally developed surveys to assess student learning. The vice president at Southern University commented, "It has been a challenge for folks to understand there are other ways [than surveys] to measure outcomes that are often more appropriate." In addition to using surveys to assess 58% of their learning outcomes, the student affairs divisions also used interviews to assess 18% of their outcomes, observations for 16% of their outcomes, and both document analysis and pre-and post-tests for measuring 10% of the outcomes each. The use of multiple methods to assess student learning outcomes is also encouraged by assessment scholars (Paloma & Banta, 1999; Huba & Freed, 2000; Maki, 2004; & Suskie, 2004) . Maki (2004) states that "relying on one method to assess the learning described in the outcome statements restricts interpretations of stu-dent achievement within the parameters of that method" (p. 86). Eastern University relied primarily on only one method of assessment, and a thorough review of Southern and Western' s assessment plans indicated that only 28% of the articulated learning outcomes were measured by more than one assessment method.
Uses of Assessment Results
Palomba and Banta (1999) explain, "Assessment should foster conditions in which meaningful questions are raised and addressed and in which assessment evidence is valued and used" (p. 14). Furthermore, such evidence from assessment results should be used to "promote change" that enhances the student learning experience (AAHE, 1992, p. 3).
Research revealed that Southern and Western Universities used assessment evidence to make a combined total of 29 decisions. That number appears low due to the fact that some assessment results were not available at Western because many units had not yet submitted their assessment results.
However, based on the available data, less than one-half (45%) of the decisions using assessment results were to modify an educational program or service. More than one-quarter (28%) of the decisions made based on assessment results were to modify the method used to assess student learning. Another quarter of the decisions made were to continue the same practice, thus indicating the validation of student learning for that particular program or service.
Student Affairs Assessment Collaboration
In order to sustain learning outcomes assessment, scholars agree that student affairs educators must collaborate with other educators during the entire assessment process. (AAHE, 1992; Schroeder, 1999; AAHE et al., 1998; Banta & Kuh, 1998; Pascarella & Upcraft, 1999; Kuh & Banta, 2000; Green, Kirkland, & Kulick, 2002; Maki, 2002; Kezar, 2003; NASPA & ACPA, 2004) . This study found that collaboration with other student affairs units and academic departments was uncommon when planning, implementing, analyzing, and reporting assessment results across the three institutions.
The majority of participants were able to describe areas of program collaboration among units at their respective institutions. Very few, however, were able to provide explicit examples of learning outcomes assessment collaboration. For example, a director of multicultural services at Southern University highlighted an assessment collaboration with her office and the office of Greek Life on that campus. She explained that the collaborative effort allowed those units to collect "data that help us educate our students" regarding the myths of hazing. Additionally, the acting director of the Office of Diversity Programs and Services at Eastern University described a collaborative assessment effort between her office and the Provosts Office focusing upon distinct student populations, including African Americans, Asians, Hispanic/Latino, and LGBTQ [Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Questioning] . She indicated that "The Provost really focused on the question, 'How can we better reach out to you so that you have a better experience?'" Some interview respondents at Southern and Western Universities described their collaborative assessment committee efforts, particularly noting the creation of broad learning goals/objectives. The director of assessment at Southern University felt that units within her student affairs division will be more apt to collaboratively plan their assessments as each becomes more engaged in the assessment process, and she explained that "the division-level objectives are going to help. . . . people are going to be able to see what their peers are doing."
Successes and Challenges in Student Affairs Assessment
Because there has been very little research on student affairs learning outcomes assessment practices, a major purpose of this study was to uncover assessment-related successes and challenges identified at each of the institutions. Areas of success cited by study respondents include valuing and using results, creating a culture of assessment, making improvements in the assessment process, and appreciating the personal intellectual challenges involved with assessment. When study participants were asked to describe their assessment successes, it was common for them to report that student affairs educators were using assessment data to make informed decisions. This finding supports Palomba and Banta' s (1999) call for assessment results to be "valued and used" (p. 14). For example, Eastern University' s director of the student union and student affairs programs commended the work of her institution' s orientation and family programs office' s use of assessment results. She stated that the office "really changed their orientation program based on their new learning outcomes and their assessment results." Likewise, Western' s director of services for students with disabilities believed that the assessments conducted by her office provided data that were based on "more intentional [assessment] questions and see if we are hitting what we actually need to be hitting."
More than three-quarters of the respondents at Southern University believed that professionals there were embracing assessment and recognizing the value of assessing student learning within the student affairs division. As the assistant vice president commented, "People recognize the value of assessment. It is exciting as people are building new programs, building workshops and services and new activities, and they are starting to think about [assessment] automatically." Similarly, one-half of the respondents at Western University believed that student affairs educators at their institution demonstrated a high level of commitment to the assessment initiative and enjoyed assessment-related professional development opportunities. The assistant director of student health services stated, "the energy level still continues to be high around this issue, and people aren't frightened any more." Moreover, Western' s vice president commented, "we have been able to create a functioning culture of assessment."
Another success identified by one-half of the Western University respondents was the usefulness of assessment-related professional development activities. A career services program coordinator stated, "A success has been [achieved], I have learned a ton. I think the success has been more a personal success for [me] within my unit, because I came away with a skill." Also, Western' s director of assessment explained that she believed that individuals who served on the division' s assessment committee enjoyed the intellectual challenge of serving on this committee.
Finally, one-third of the respondents at Eastern University reported the assessment progress made over the last 5 years as a success for them. The coordinator of assessment believed that great strides had been made and the vice president agreed that they were "moving in the right direction." The assistant director of learning services also believed that specific units had been very successful in their assessment efforts. She stated, "I think the units that have really found the time, money, and skills . . . have put together some nice assessments . . . and have been very successful."
In addition to identifying successes, student affairs educators also identified several assessment challenges. It was apparent that respondents at Southern and Western Universities believed that finding the time to plan and administer their assessments and integrate that work into their daily duties was a challenge. For example, Southern University' s assistant vice president insisted that high-quality assessment requires "a fair amount of time . . . and if you have a one-or twoperson [unit] , that can be very, very difficult . . . very, very hard." Similarly, a career services program coordinator at Western University stated, "as a student service unit . . . we have an open door policy where there are people in and out of my office all the time . . . so time is a challenge." These comments are not surprising, as Huba and Freed (2000) assert, "using learner-centered assessment may be more time consuming than previous [assessment] approaches" (p. 25).
Another challenge identified at both Eastern and Southern Universities was that learning outcomes assessment was not a priority to everyone within the student affairs division. Likewise, respondents at Western University believed that additional education was needed to help student affairs educators there to understand the value of assessment. One Eastern University respondent remarked, "We really need to describe our success to the staff and explain . . . this is why we are doing this . . . this is what we are going to use the information for."
It was also common for participants at all three institutions to note the need for additional resources to be allocated to their assessment initiatives, specifically in the form of professional assessment staff. For instance, multiple respondents at Western and Southern Universities indicated the need for additional professional staff for their division' s assessment programs-a statistician for Southern University and an assistant director of assessment at Western. Likewise, several respondents at Eastern University indicated the need for a full-time coordi-nator or director of assessment. Assessment scholars (for example, Palomba & Banta, 1999 ) also discuss the importance of institutional expertise to lead and support assessment efforts.
Recommendations for Practice
There are multiple recommendations for practice that resulted from the major findings of this study. The first recommendation is that student affairs divisions that engage in the assessment process must have an adequate level of support from their division' s leaders, as confirmed by the literature (Huba & Freed, 2000; Maki, 2004; & Suskie, 2004) . This research found that a division can be successful, as illustrated by Western University' s Student Affairs division, without an institutional culture of assessment. Yet, that success depends greatly upon the creation of a decentralized model of assessment, where units are responsible for their own assessment activities. Moreover, student affairs divisions are more likely to be successful if the vice president provides resources to hire a director/coordinator of assessment that provides units with the assessment-related educational opportunities and support. The director/coordinator of assessment is also the key facilitator of the activities of a division-level assessment committee, which should consist of volunteers from across the division.
The second recommendation is that student affairs divisions should identify broad learning goals or objectives based upon the overall mission of the institution in order to provide guidance for unit leaders as they develop their learning outcomes. This recommendation is consistent with literature that insists that student affairs educators must reach a consensual comprehension of the institution' s mission, values, and goals prior to the articulation of student learning outcomes (AAHE, 1992; Palomba & Banta, 1999; Huba & Freed 2000; Bresciani et al., 2004; & Maki, 2004) . The creation of broad learning goals/objectives may also enhance collaborative assessment efforts, allowing units to see how their articulated learning outcomes align with other units' learning outcomes within the division and the overall mission of the institution. (AAHE, 1992; Schroeder, 1999; AAHE et al., 1998; Banta & Kuh, 1998; Pascarella & Upcraft, 1999; Kuh & Banta, 2000; Green, Kirkland, & Kulick, 2002; Maki, 2002; Kezar, 2003; NASPA & ACPA, 2004) .
A third recommendation is for student affairs educators to carefully consider what they hope students will learn as a result of their programs and services. While the literature does not indicate that student affairs educators should focus their efforts more on the cognitive versus affective dimensions, it does indicate that learning is multidimensional (AAHE, 1992) . This study found that student affairs educators should focus their efforts on both cognitive and affective domains. The researchers conclude that student affairs educators who are in the early stages of assessment may find success when articulating learning outcomes within the lower levels (such as understanding information or making applications). However, as student affairs educators become more sophisticated in their assessment activities, they can consider articulating and measuring learning outcomes that are more advanced within the cognitive domain (such as analysis, evaluation, and creation) as well as higher affective levels where students consistently act upon their internal belief systems.
While some student affairs divisions may hire external companies to develop and manage their entire assessment process, this does not build a future cadre of educated student affairs professionals who will value assessment and ultimately use the results to make improvements in their own programs and services. Therefore, a fourth recommendation is that student affairs assessment directors/coordinators provide continuous professional development workshops and seminars to help unit leaders and their staff become assessment experts, and assist units in articulating meaningful and measurable learning outcomes. Given these professional development opportunities, student affairs professionals can articulate learning outcomes that coincide with higher levels of thinking that emphasize analysis, evaluation, or creation. Additionally, continuous professional development opportunities will help units to identify assessment methods that are appropriate for measuring those articulated learning outcomes and to determine what additional training is required to implement those measures, such as how to accurately rate a student' s performance when using a rubric.
This study found that the majority of learning outcomes were measured by the use of surveys and that few units relied upon multiple methods of assessment. Thus, the researchers recommend that student affairs professional organizations and student affairs higher education master' s-and doctoral-level programs provide specific assessmentrelated learning opportunities. For instance, because this study found that student affairs professionals were primarily relying upon surveys as their assessment methods, the researchers would encourage student affairs professional organizations and higher education programs to provide adequate learning opportunities on how to effectively and appropriately design and implement surveys, as well as how to analyze survey data. Learning opportunities focused on survey design and qualitative research methods for student affairs professional staff members, and master' s and doctoral students will advance the profession' s assessment role. Additional learning opportunities on how to develop and apply rubrics to students' products would also be useful. For example, staff and peers (through Career Services) can assess resumes and cover letters to help students make improvements and gauge the success of their programs. Moreover, such learning opportunities will help student affairs educators consider the use of both indirect and direct methods of assessment as well as the use of multiple methods to measure articulated learning outcomes, which is consistent with the literature (Palomba & Banta, 1999; Huba & Freed, 2000; Maki, 2004; & Suskie, 2004) .
Conclusions
This study found that participating student affairs divisions were committed to assessment through explicit actions taken at four different levels within each student affairs division' s assessment initiative: vice presidents, directors/coordinators of assessment, assessment committees, and unit-level professional staff. These professionals worked together within student affairs to design and implement their assessment plans. However, little to no evidence of actual assessment collaboration with academic affairs was discovered as a result of this study.
The findings from this research conclude that successful assessment of student affairs learning outcomes hinges upon the understanding that unit-level professionals are experts in their particular fields. This means that a decentralized model of assessment, facilitated by a coordinator or director, is very helpful to promoting success for student affairs divisions. Results from this study indicate that surveys were the most popular method of assessment used across the student affairs divisions. Each division demonstrated how units used assessment results to make programmatic changes and enhance the student learning experience.
Finally, results from this study indicate that assessment-related successes and challenges varied across case institutions. It was common for respondents to identify the use of assessment results to enhance student learning as a success. It was also common for participants to note the need for additional resources to be allocated to their assessment initiatives, specifically in the form of professional assessment staff.
In conclusion, this study produced rich and detailed evidence of highquality student affairs learning outcomes assessment practices. However, as the assessment of learning outcomes within the profession evolves, it is vital for scholars to continue to research how student affairs divisions are assessing co-curricular learning, how they are using those assessment results, and how they are collaborating to enhance their efforts.
